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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Arguments 



1 . Applicant's arguments filed 04/09/2004 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. 

(a) As argued by applicant on pages 8, line 1 to page 9, line 12: 



The Examiner alleges that Tenma anticipates claims 1-7, P, and 10, and, when combined with 
Elmasri, renders obvious claim 8, and when combined with Elmasri and Cragun, renders 
obvious claims J I and 1 2. Applicants disagree. First, it is pointed out that, although the store 
gondolas of Tenma are arguably reasonably related in a generalized manner to the 
"department store" problem addressed by the present invention, the method used in Tenma is 
clearly not a "data mining technique", as one of ordinary skill in the art would understand 
that terminology... 

Applicants submit that the technique described in Tenma is not data mining, since this 
description would be inconsistent with the above-recited definitions. Using the expanded 
definition as seemingly applied in the rejection currently of record, "data mining" would be 
used to describe any process of optimization in which a calculator is used to automatically 



calculate an algorithm providing the end result. 

Exanniner respectfully traverses because of the following reason: 

As recited in new claims 13-15, the data mining techniques of claims 1 , 9 



comprises at least one of classification-neural; classification-tree; 
clustering-geographic; clustering-neural; factor analysis; principle 
component analysis; and expert system . 

As defined in the 4*^ Edition of Microsoft Computer Dictionary: 

Data mining: the process of identifying commercially useful 
patterns or relationships in databases or other computer 
repositories through the use of advanced statistical tools. 



and 10 



Application/ControlWmber: 09/845,648 ^ Page 3 

Art Unit: 2172 



Expert system: An application program that makes decisions or 
solves problems in a particular field, such as finance or 
medicine, by using knowledge and analytical rules defined by 
experts in the field. It uses two components, a knowledge base 
and an inference engine, to form conclusion. 



Temma teaches a method and system for planning goods layout by using 
a knowledge base, which stores rules about the goods as in FIG. 1 (Col, 3, Lines 
46-50). In order to plan goods layout, as shown in FIG. 2, the sales of goods from 
each gondola are analyzed in steps 5 and 8, the number of each of the goods is 
determined to optimize the sales efficiency of the goods in step 12. In step 13, on 
the basis of the rules stored in the knowledge base 14 and the information about 
the goods, a new layout of goods is determined (Col. 3, Line 51 -Col. 5, Line 23). 



^ y- 



AJSIAUrSIS OR SALES FROM EACM C50MD0I_A 



j A.fgAL.V3)3 OP sal.es OF ooocas I 

I DGT-eRMitrMATlON OF" olpTIMUM rOJiMBCR I 
I 

OeTERMIIMAXION OF UAVOUT 0»» GOODS . 

rMTERACTlVE RgARRAMOCOrtgrsiT Qt^ OOOOS ^ .(^ 



As seen, the Temma technique as discussed indicates an expert system 

by using an application program that makes decisions of arranging gOOdS 

on the gondolas in a store by using knowledge and analytical rules defined by 

experts and using two components, a knowledge base and an inference 
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engine, to form conclusion. Or in otiier words, the goods layout is planned by 
an expert system as a data mining technique. 



(b) As argued by applicant on page 9, lines 13-18: 

That is, according to this expanded definition, one using a computer tool having the algorithm 
to automatically compute Federal income tax would be using "data mining" in the process of 
determining the desired "optimum** tax liability. 

It is noted that MPEP §21 J I requires that: "The broadest reasonable interpretation of the 
claims must also be consistent with the interpretation that those skilled in the art would 
reach". (Emphasis by Applicants) 

Examiner respectfully traverses because the Temma technique of 
arranging goods on the gondolas in a store as discussed above is data mining 

technique by using an application program that makes decisions of 

arranging goods on the gondolas in a store by using knowledge and analytical 
rules defined by experts and using two components, a knowledge base and an 

inference engine, to form conclusion aS further defined by applicant in 

claims 13-15, and cannot be improperly equated with a computer tool having the 

algorithm to automatically compute Federal income tax 3S Stated by applicant. And by 

equating the Temma expert system with a data mining technique, examiner's 
interpretation still meets the requirement of MPEP §2111. 



(c) As argued by applicant on page 9, lines 1-7 and 1-22: 

Even the reference by Elmasri et ai, cited by the Examiner, defines "data mining" as: "... The 
mining or discovery of new information in terms of patterns or rules from vast amounts of 
data... 

Applicants submit that the technique described in Tenma is not data mining, since this 
description would be inconsistent with the above-recited definitions... 
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Therefore, Applicants submit that Tenma would not reasonably be described by one of 
ordinary skill in the art as "data mining" unless this reference had, for example, described a 
data mining technique to discover the "rules" in the knowledge base 14 (e.g., lines 1 1- 1 3 of 
column 5). 

Examiner respectfully traverses because the rules in the knowledge base 
14 is used to discover new information, and the applicant request of a description 
of discovering the rules in the knowledge database 14 to meet the requirement of 
the claimed data mining technique is improper. 



(d) As argued by applicant on pages 10 and with respect to claims 8, 
11 and 12: 

Relative to the rejection for claim 8 and the urged modification in the rejection to employ "... 
neural networks for the rules in the knowledge base 14 in order to have a more user-friendly 
system", Applicants submit that, to one of ordinary skill in the art, this statement indicates 
considerable confusion on the part of its author. 

Examiner respectfully traverses because the primary difference between 
an expert system and a neural network is that a neural network can adapt its 
criteria to better match the data it analyzes, while an expert system produces 
results without adjusting for changes in the analyzed data. And obviously, instead 
of using an expert system, a neural network could be used in order to have a 
better match of the data it analyzes. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication In this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 



3. Claims 1-7, 9-10 and 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Temma et al. [USP 4,947,322]. 



Regarding to claims 1, 9 and 10, Temma teaches a method for planning 
goods layout. As shown in file 7 of FIG. 5 is the step of providing a department 
store space-requirements database comprising a compendium of individual department 
store space-requirements history. As shown in file 4 of FIG, 3 is the step of 
providing a department store space-availability database comprising a compendium of 
at least one of department store space management solutions^ department store space 
information, and department store space diagnostics. As shown in FIGS. 1 and 2, 
the department store space-requirements database and department store 
space-availability database are analyzed in steps 5 and 8. the number of each of 
the goods is determined to optimize the sales efficiency of the goods in step 12. 
In step 13, on the basis of the rules stored in the knowledge base 14 and the 
information about the goods, a new layout of goods is determined (Col. 3, Line 
51-Col. 5, Line 23). 
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As defined in the 4 Edition of Microsoft Computer Dictionary: 

Expert system: An application program that makes decisions or 
solves problems in a particular field, such as finance or 
medicine, by using knowledge and analytical rules defined by 
experts in the field. It uses two components, a knowledge base 
and an inference engine, to form conclusion. 

As seen, the Temma technique as discussed indicates an expert system 

by using an application program that makes decisions of arranging gOOdS 

on the gondolas in a store by using knowledge and analytical rules defined by 

experts and using two components, a knowledge base and an inference 
engine, to form conclusion BS a data mining technique, and a new layOUt of 
goods as an output data stream (Col. 3. line 51 -Col. 5, line 23), or in other words, 
the Temma technique indicates the step of employing a data mining technique for 
interrogating a department store space-requirements and department store 
space-availability databases for generating an output data stream, said output data 
stream correlating department store space-requirements problem with department store 
space-availability solution. 



I Ant 
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Regarding to claim 2, Temnna teaches all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 1 , Temma further discloses the step of updating the department 
store space-requirements database (Col. 5, lines 1-24). 



Regarding to claim 3, Temma teaches all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 2, Temma further discloses the steps oi updating the 
department store space-requirements database comprises including the results of 
employing a data mining technique (Col. 5, lines 1-24). 



Regarding to claim 4, Temma teaches all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 1 , Temma further discloses the step of updating the department 
store-space availability database (FIG. 3). 



Regarding to claim 5, Temma teaches all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 4, Temma further discloses the step of updating the department 
store space-availability database comprises including the effects of employing a data 
mining technique on the department store space-requirements database (Col. 5, lines 
1-24), 



Regarding to claim 6, Temma teaches all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 2, Temma further discloses the step of refining an employed 
data mining technique in cognizance of pattern changes embedded in each database as 
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a consequence of updating the department store space-requirements database (Col. 5, 
lines 1-24). 



Regarding to claim 7, Temnna teaches all the clainned subject matters as 
discussed in claim 4, Temma further discloses the step of refining an employed 
data mining technique in cognizance of pattern changes embedded in each database as 
a consequence of updating the department store space-availability database (Col. 5, 
lines 1-24). 



Regarding to claims 13-15, Temma teaches all the claimed subject 
matters as discussed in claims 1 and 9-10, Temma further discloses the data 
mining technique comprises at least one of: classification-neural; classification-tree; 
clustering-geographic; clustering-neural; factor analysis; principal component 
analysis; and expert system (FIG. 2, Col. 3, Line 51 -Col. 5, Line 23). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the 
basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, If the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering 
patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that 
the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any 
inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 ,56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a 
later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 
35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). 



5. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Temma et al. [USP 4,947,322] in view of Elmasri et al. 
[Fundamentals of Database Systems]. 



Regarding to claim 8, Temma teaches all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 1 , but fails to teach the step of employing neural networks as the 
data mining technique. Elmasri teaches neural networks could be employed as the 
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data mining technique (EInnasi, page 856). It would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the Temma 
technique by employing neural networks for the rules in the knowledge base 14 
in order to have a better match of the data it analyzes. 



6. Claims 11 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Temma et al. [USP 4,947,322] in view of Elmasri et al. 
[Fundamentals of Database Systems] and Cragun et al. [USP 5,774,868]. 

Regarding to claim 1 1 , Temma and Elmasri teaches all the claimed 
subject matters as discussed in claim 8, but does not explicitly disclose neural 
networks classify features of said department store-space requirements and features of 
said department store space availability. Cragun teaches the technique of 
classifying the features of sale data (Col, 2, line 28-Col. 3, line 5). It would have 
been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the Temma and Elmasri system and method by using neural 
networks to classify features in order to have a better match of the data it 
analyzes. 



Regarding to claim 12, Temma, Elmasri and Cragun teaches all the 
claimed subject matters as discussed in claim 1 1 , but does not explicitly disclose 
the step of determining whether a match exist between a classification of features of 
said department store space-requirement determined to be a problem and a 
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classification of features of said department store space-availability. However, as 
taught by Temma, the rules to mine the data is based on if and then rules 
(Temma, FIG. 9, 12 and 21). As taught by Elmasri, neural networks could be 
ennployed to mine the data in a large database. Cragun teaches the technique of 
classifying the feature. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify the Temma, Elmasri and Cragun 
technique by classifying the features of if and then rules and matching by using a 
neural network In order to have a better match of the data it analyzes. 
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Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 



8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to HUNG Q PHAM whose 
telephone number is 703-605-4242. The examiner can normally be reached on 
Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, JOHN E BREENE can be reached on 703-305-9790. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 

Examiner Hung Pham 



June 7, 2004 




